The Neotropical genus Stylogyne A. DC. (Myrsinaceae) comprises 35 species, with several others that remain undescribed owing to lack of adequate material. Sexual lability in the genus has been documented (Pipoly, 1989 (Pipoly, : 1, 1991 Ricketson & Pipoly, 1997: 591) , as well as correlated vegetative variation, which has caused taxonomic overdescription on numerous occasions. Circumscription of the genus Stylogyne has often been problematic due to significant quantitative floral and inflorescence heterogeneity among staminate, pistillate, and bisexual flowers and/or plants. Many species have been described in Ardisia Sw., Geissanthus Hook. f., or Stylogyne and then transferred among the three genera because of confusion in generic boundaries.
Stylogyne is unique among Neotropical genera of Myrsinaceae because of its contorted calyx and corolla lobes, with the corolla lobes variously twisted in bud. Another unique feature of the genus is that inflorescences in Stylogyne are either lateral (axillary) or pseudoterminal, rather than terminal as Mez ( : 417, 1902 and other authors (Lundell, 1971: 308) had suggested. Based on field observations and detailed examination of specimens, we have discovered that inflorescences formerly considered terminal are, in fact, pseudoterminal, with a small apical bud terminating the branchlet that becomes dormant while the inflorescence develops, subsequently resuming growth after the inflorescence senesces. This phenomenon has been confirmed in the field by Pipoly (pers. obs.) among several species of Stylogyne, such as S. turbacensis (Kunth) Mez, S. nigricans (A. DC.) Mez, S. orinocensis (Kunth) Mez, and S. longifolia (Mart.) Mez, while carrying out quantitative forest inventories and population studies. We have also seen this in numerous herbarium specimens, even though the apical bud has at times fallen off, leaving only a discernible apical bud scar. There is one species described by Mez, Stylogyne ambigua, that does have a fully terminal inflorescence, but we follow Agostini (1970: 403) in placing it in the genus Geissanthus.
Now that our treatment of the genus Stylogyne has been published for Flora Mesoamericana ) and various major floristic checklists are underway (Catá logo de las Plantas Vasculares de Colombia; Listado Florístico de Oaxaca; Catá lago Anotado de la Flora del Departamento de Antioquia, Colombia; Catalogue of the Vascular Plants of Bolivia), names in Stylogyne are needed by our colleagues in several countries for their own regional works. Given that it will be some time until a complete systematic monograph can be completed of the genus, we feel it is important to make the names accessible, typified when necessary, with any synonymies based on our current understanding. (Heipko, 1987) . However, a sheet of Schwacke 3671 has been located at GOET and is annotated by Mez. Spruce 1435 is a mixed gathering of flowering material collected in April 1851 and fruiting material collected in October 1851. Although the material gathered in fruit of Spruce 1435 is much more widely distributed, we prefer to select flowering material for this taxon. While we have located three flowering collections for Spruce 1435, only the W sheet was annotated by Mez; however, it is of much poorer quality than the Schwacke 3671 collection at GOET. Therefore, we designate the GOET specimen (Schwacke 3671) as the lectotype. Mez (1902: 274) listed only the Spruce 3384 collection in the protologue for Stylogyne spruceana, but did not designate a location for the collection. If Mez had a duplicate of this collection at B, it was destroyed in 1943 (Heipko, 1987 .'' Although Grisebach worked at the Universität Göttingen (GOET), he relied heavily on the collection at K for his flora. According to Jochen Heinrichs (pers. comm.), curator of the Herbarium Göttingen, ''Some years ago Goettingen scientists extensively checked our [GOET] holdings for Grisebach types, however, the entry regarding Ardisia in Fl Brit. W. Ind. is completely lacking.'' However, a single collection of J. Imray s.n. from Dominica is present at K and is labeled as Ardisia clusioides. We designate this sheet as the lectotype for A. clusioides.
The only material Mez (1901: 418) noted in his original description of Stylogyne braunii was from cultivated material grown ''A. Braun temporibus in hort. Berol. culta'' at the Berlin Botanical Garden, which noted only this for locality: ''Patria ignota, verisimliter Antillae minores et ex affinitate intima speciei sequentis et ex nomie 'Ardisia tinifoliae' adscripto.'' In his monograph the next year, Mez (1902: 268) noted ''Heimat unbekannt, wahrscheinlich Antillen. Frü her im bot. Garten Berlin kultiviert (Herb. Berlin).'' If any herbarium specimens were made and stored at B, they were unfortunately lost in 1943 (Hiepko, 1987) . Although we have not seen any original material of S. braunii, the alleged differences noted by Mez (1902: 264) in his key (''Ovarium laeve'' vs. ''Ovarium valde punctatum'') do not logically separate the species in our present understanding of the taxon, as punctation on ovaries varies widely. Based on Mez's ( : 419, 1902 description, at this time, we choose to refer S. braunii to S. canaliculata. It is interesting to note that Macbride did not photograph any material associated with this name while at Berlin. We can only speculate as to why this occurred, but perhaps it was due to the fact that no herbarium specimen was present at Berlin before the war. Clearly no material is currently present at B, and no additional material has been found. We suspect that the variation noted by Mez in both of his treatments of this species is due to the fact that the flowers were pistillate instead of staminate or bisexual, as has been observed in the original material of S. canaliculata. Thus, due to a lack of material we elect to defer lectotypification at this time.
Cerro Chucula, drainage of Río Pavarandó, 11 Feb. 1972 (fl.) , A. Gentry 4261 (holotype, LL; isotypes, BM, MO). Lundell (1974: 69) Mez (1902: 277) listed five syntypes for Stylogyne depauperata (Beyrich s.n., Glaziou 4073, 6631, 14046, Widgren s.n.) in his original description, but did not note the herbaria. No sheets of the Beyrich s.n. have been located. A single sheet of Widgren s.n. was located at S. Two sheets of Glaziou 4073 as well as a single sheet each of Glaziou 6631 and 14046 are present at P; however, none of the P material was annotated by Mez. A single sheet of Glaziou 14046 is present at K and is annotated by Mez. At C, a single sheet of Glaziou 14046 is present (but was not annotated by Mez); a specimen of Glaziou 4073 is also present and was annotated by Mez. The Glaziou 4073 sheet at C also contains three small drawings (flower bud, stamen, and sepal), presumably by Mez, directly on the sheet. The sheet of the Glaziou 4073 collection at B was annotated by Mez as a ''n. sp.'' and photographed by Macbride (F neg. 4838). The photograph includes a large drawing of the sepals, a petal, and a stamen in ventral and dorsal views; the original sheet and drawing were destroyed in 1943 (Hiepko, 1987) . Clearly Mez used the Glaziou 4073 collections at B for his description, but since that sheet was lost, the C duplicate with the small drawings is designated as the lectotype. Mez (1902: 278) (Hiepko, 1987) (Hiepko, 1987) . A sheet of P. Lund s.n. is present at C [Hb. Warming], and we designate it as the lectotype. Mez (1902: 278) Imkhanitskaya (1996a: 29) previously lectoypified this taxon, but erroneously from the material present at LE. He states that the Warming collections arrived at LE unnumbered, and he specifically designates the unnumbered collection at C as the lectotype. However, Mez clearly states in his protologue that he used the J. Warming 522 collection at C for his taxon. This sheet is still present at C and is annotated by Mez. We designate the J. Warming 522 collection at C sheet as more consistent with the describing author's original intent. The travels and history of the publication of Swartz's Prodromus (1788) were well documented by Stearn (1980) , Howard and Howard (1982) , and Nicolson and Jarvis (1990) . Swartz (1788: 48) described five new Ardisia from the Caribbean. It has long been assumed that most of Swartz's new species were based on his own collections. However, Nicolson and Jarvis (1990: 622) Swartz (1788: 48) for the new species Ardisia lateriflora reveals an asterisk (*) following the description, indicating that the concept of this species came from Solander's unpublished manuscript ''Florula Indiae Occidentalis'' and not from material collected by Swartz. In addition, Swartz cites the type locality simply as ''India occidentalis'' with no indication of collector. Nicolson and Jarvis (1990: 620) were able to translate most of Solander's manuscript and deciphered many of the cryptic notes. However, for the entry of this species, no detailed locality or collector information was discovered. Until now, most authors have accepted the idea that this species was based on an unnumbered Swartz collection housed at BM. Howard and Howard (1982) tried to lectotypify many of the names associated with the species in Swartz's Prodromus but were unable to resolve the type ambiguity for A. lateriflora Sw. Howard (1989: 52) indicated his uncertainty regarding this material when he stated, ''Type: 'India occidentalis.' No specimens cited, but type should be in the Herb. Banks (BM).'' At this time, no material that could be used as the type for the basionym, Ardisia lateriflora Sw., has been located either at BM or S (including the Swartz herbarium). We designate a collection of Père Duss 2283 at NY as the neotype, because we think it best represents this taxon in the West Indies and it has numerous isotypes available. Finally, we here exclude two synonyms classically associated with this species (Mez, : 419, 1902 Mez (1902: 273) , the epithet is based on ''Badula laxiflora Benth.! in plant. exsicc. Spruce 2173'' apparently from an unpublished list or annotation, presumably by Bentham at K. The B holotype had an attached detailed drawing of the flower and was photographed by Macbride (F neg. 4839); however, that sheet was destroyed in 1943 (Hiepko, 1987) . Carrijo et al. (2009: 454) lectotypified the name from the NY sheet, but there is no evidence that this sheet was seen by Mez. While we assert that the NY sheet is a poor choice, we must accept it as the lectotype according to the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (McNeill et al., 2006: Art. 43 ). Carrijo et al. (2009: 454) misinterpreted statements of Pipoly and Ricketson (2005: 190) that most Neotropical Ardisia have filaments fused only basally, but free from the corolla. Fused filaments are not unique to Ardisia, but are rather common. What is unusual is that the filaments are fused to each other at the very base, but the entire androecium is free and not adnate to the corolla. In addition, the corolla lobes of Stylogyne laxiflora are contorted, clearly distinguishing the taxon from Ardisia. Much confusion has surrounded the type associated with the C. Martius 570 collection, even as late as 1996 (Imkhanitskaya, 1996b: 32) . According to Farr et al. (1979 Farr et al. ( : 1700 , in Index Nominum Genericorum, the publication date of Alphonse de Candolle's article in Ann. Sci. Nat., Bot., Sér. 2 (1841), which also described the genus Stylogyne, was August 1841. According to Cowan (1981: 333), Martius' (1841) Mez (1902: 278) listed only Mathews 1200 from K for this taxon. However, there are two sheets of the collection at K, one in the Bentham herbarium and annotated by Mez as ''Ardisia ? mathewsii n. sp.'' and the other in the Hooker herbarium, but not annotated by Mez. We assume then that Mez based this taxon on the Bentham herbarium sheet and not the Hooker herbarium sheet, and thus there is no need for lectotypification. Mez (1902: 274) listed two collections for the type of Stylogyne venezuelana, ''Venezuela: bel Puerto-Cabellos (Karsten. n. 176), bei Tovar (Fendler n. 2355).-Herb. Berlin, Boiss.-Barbey, DC., A. Gray, Wien.'' The syntypic material for this name is questionable. Obviously any of the material Mez used at B was destroyed in 1943 (Heipko, 1987 . This possibly includes the material used for the illustration in the protologue (Mez, 1902: 274, fig. 45 ). At W is a sheet annotated by Mez as ''Stylogyne venezuelana n. sp.,'' from ''Colonia Tovar,'' but without further determination to collector name or number, although the date and location are not inconsistent with a Fendler collection. At G, also annotated by Mez as ''Stylogyne venezuelana n. sp.,'' are two Karsten collections (G-BOIS and G-DC), but both sheets are numbered as ''a'' and not ''176'' as in the original protologue. A search of the collections at GH has failed to reveal either syntype. There is a specimen of the Fendler 2355 collection at K, unfortunately not annotated by Mez. However, given the ambiguity of the G and W material we designate the K material as the lectotype. Martius and Miquel (1856: 288) published the names Ardisia surinamensis and A. hostmannii, with reference only to the country. For the type of A. surinamensis, we designate the G sheet in the Delessert collection as the lectotype, because it is associated with a Macbride type photograph at F, which was widely distributed and is readily available.
Stylogyne glomeruliflora
The Hostmann collections were widely distributed, and all the material is more or less of equal value. For the type of Ardisia hostmannii, we designate the material at K from the Bentham herbarium as the lectotype, because it is the best sheet of the gathering. Mez (1902: 273) listed two different collections and three different herbaria for the type of Stylogyne micans: ''Holländisch-Guyana: am Lava-Fluss; Französisch-Guyana: ohne Standortsanfabe (Kappler n. 2106, Moricand n. 10)-Blü ht im October. (Herb. DC., Goetting., Wien.).'' All the material of Moricand 10 we have observed (G [2] , NY) is of poor quality, with small inflorescences and poorly pressed leaves. The Kappler 2106 collections from G-DC, GOET, P, and W are of much better quality. The specimen at W is of fine quality and we designate it as lectotype. Mez (1902: 275) Mez (1902: 279) listed two syntypes for Stylogyne pauciflora, from ''Sü d-Brasilien: Säo Paulo ohne Standorsangabe (Gaudichaud s.n., Sellow 472)-Herb. Berlin, Paris.'' A sheet of C. Gaudichaud from São Paulo is present at P, with an annotation by Mez. However, it is labeled as ''Herbier Impérial Brésil 36,'' and it remains unclear if this is the material Mez cited in his protologue. Because of the confusion of this material, it is eliminated as a possible lectotype. Macbride photographed a specimen of Sellow 472 at B (F neg. 4843), which was annotated by Mez and had a large drawing of the floral parts; however, that sheet was destroyed in 1943 (Hiepko, 1987) . Fortunately, two sheets annotated by Mez of Sellow 472 are still held at B, and both of these sheets match the destroyed B material; unfortunately, neither has any additional locality data. The B sheet, as imaged by B neg. 96121, is by far the best sheet and is designated as the lectotype. Mez (1920: 421) listed only the Ule 9688 collection in the protologue without specifying a location. The sheet of Ule 9688 housed at Berlin was photographed by Macbride (F neg. 4845) and clearly shows Mez's annotation, but this was destroyed in 1943 (Hiepko, 1987) . Among the remaining isotypes at L, K, and NY, none were annotated by Mez; however, they all correspond to the F image of the B specimen. We designate the K sheet as the lectotype, because it is a higher quality specimen with critical vegetative and floral parts more evident than seen on the other sheets. (Hiepko, 1987) . At this time no other material of the Sello[w] collection has been located. If a sheet of Saint-Hilaire A 1 n. 560 was ever present at B, it also was lost in 1943. However, two sheets of the Saint-Hilaire A 1 n. 560 collection are at P; one was not annotated by Mez and is a much poorer specimen. The other P collection of SaintHilaire A 1 n. 560 is of higher quality and is annotated by Mez; we designated it as the lectotype.
